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ABSTRACT
Background and aims To identify the nature of visual alcohol references in alcohol advertisements during televised
broadcasts of the 2014 FIFA World Cup Tournament matches and to evaluate cross-national differences according to
alcohol marketing policy restrictiveness. Design Content analysis using the Delphi method and identification of
in-game sponsorships. Setting Television broadcasts of the 2014 FIFAWorld Cup in Argentina, Brazil, Canada, Finland,
France, Mexico, Spain and the United States. Cases Eighty-seven alcohol advertisements; 20 matches.
Measurements Quantitative rating scales, combined with the Delphi rating technique, were used to determine compli-
ance of the alcohol advertisements with the International Alliance for Responsible Drinking’s (IARD) Guiding Principles.
Recordings of five matches from four countries were also used to identify the number of in- and out-of-game alcohol brand
appearances. Findings A total of 86.2% of all unique alcohol advertisements contained at least one violation of IARD’s
Guiding Principles, with violation rates ranging from 72.7% (Mexico) to 100% (Brazil). Countries with the least restrictive
marketing policies had a higher prevalence of violations in guidelines designed to protect minors. Therewere 2.76 in-game
alcohol brand appearances and 0.83 out-of-game alcohol brand appearances per minute. Brand appearances did not differ
across countries or according to a country’s marketing policy restrictiveness. Conclusions Self-regulation and statutory
policies were ineffective at limiting alcohol advertising during the 2014 FIFAWorld Cup Tournament television broadcasts.
Most advertisements contained content that violated the self-regulation codes, and there were high levels of within-
broadcast brand appearances.
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INTRODUCTION
Alcohol advertising has been identified as a contributory
cause to youth alcohol initiation and increased alcohol
consumption [1,2]. In response, United Nations (UN)
Member States have implemented national-level
marketing policies ranging from statutory bans to industry
self-regulation [3]. In contrast to government controls,
self-regulation is a systemwhereby the alcohol industry as-
sumes a dominant role in the development,
implementation and enforcement of the policy. These
voluntary codes of practice are created typically by alcohol
producers, trade associations, national advertising organi-
zations and other bodies sponsored by the alcohol industry.
These ‘codes’ contain similar themes and have been
summarized in the Alliance for Responsible Drinking’s
(IARD) Guiding Principles: Self-Regulation of Marketing
Communications for Beverage Alcohol (Guiding Principles),
an industry-sponsored initiative [4]. Additionally, some
countries employ a coregulatory process in which
government agencies provide oversight to industry
self-regulation.
The Guiding Principles focus on alcohol advertisement
content and exposure. The content guidelines contain five
themes: responsible marketing communications, responsi-
ble alcohol consumption, health and safety, protection of
minors and the effects of alcohol [4]. The exposure
guidelines state that no alcohol advertisements should
be broadcast or displayed where more than 30% of the
audience is younger than the legal alcohol purchase age.
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Increasingly, alcohol marketing self-regulation has
been criticized for the inability to limit content that
promotes hazardous drinking. In the United States, an
evaluation of all unique beer advertisements broadcast
during the 1999–2008 National Collegiate Athletic
Association’s basketball tournaments demonstrated that
35–74% of all beer advertisements contained one or more
violations of the US Beer Institute’s marketing code,
depending on the code version and scoring algorithm
used [5]. After industry modifications in 2006, code
violations were reduced significantly because previously
unacceptable content, such as portrayals of illegal
activity, was now permitted [5–8]. In Brazil, five
advertisements that were rated by teenagers to be highly
appealing all contained one or more violations of the
local code [9], and similar results have been found
for Australian television and magazine advertisements
[10–13]. Among all published studies, guidelines
prohibiting content that targets children, associating
alcohol with success and promoting excessive alcohol
consumption are consistently violated [14].
There has also been a proliferation of alcohol branding,
particularly during sports programming. In the United
States from 2000 to 2002, there were 7.7 minutes of
alcohol advertisements per sporting event and 2.6 minutes
of advertisements per college sporting event [15]. In the
United Kingdom there were 1579 unique brand appear-
ances in 420 hours of television reviewed, and nearly
60% occurred during sports programming [16]. During
the EURO2012 football tournament, there were 1.24
alcohol references per minute of broadcast [17].
Previously, studies of the alcohol industry’s voluntary
codes of practice have been conducted in only a few
developed countries. Moreover, no study has investigated
intercountry differences in alcohol advertisement content
or alcohol brand appearances within programs. The
present study evaluates alcohol advertisements and other
marketing activities recorded in eight countries during
the 2014 FIFA World Cup Tournament. The aim was to
evaluate compliance of advertisement content with an
international marketing code proposed by the alcohol
industry and to estimate the number of alcohol brand
appearances within matches. We hypothesized that
countries with greater marketing restrictions would
have fewer code violations and less intragame alcohol
branding.
METHODS
Sample
The FIFAWorld Cup Tournament was selected because it
was expected to be one of the largest sporting events in
history. The tournament was televised in 214 countries,
and 3.2 billion people were estimated to have watched
at least 1 minute of a tournament match [18]. In
addition, Budweiser was an official 2014 World Cup
sponsor [19].
Researchers in the following eight countries were
recruited to record country-specific broadcasts of at least
the last 16 matches of the 2014 FIFA World Cup
Tournament. Countries were selected to represent a variety
of alcohol marketing controls in the Region of the
Americas and other relevant regions (e.g. Europe) of
interest to the funder and based on the availability of
resources and technological capabilities to conduct
the study.
• Argentina: alcohol marketing in Argentina is self-
regulated and must conform to a Code of Ethics drafted
by the Chamber of Industries of Foods Products and
enforced by the Council for Self-Regulating Advertising
of Argentina [20].
• Brazil: the National Council of Advertising Self-Policy
(Conselho Nacional de Auto Regulamentação
Publicitária) enforces a self-regulated marketing code
for beer products; beverages of higher alcohol content
(i.e. distilled spirits, wine) are restricted by federal
legislation [21].
• Canada: alcohol marketing is regulated by the Code for
Broadcast Advertising of Alcoholic Beverages, which
was promulgated by the Canadian Radio–Television
and Telecommunications Commission, and is supported
by a voluntary pre-clearance mechanism maintained
by the alcohol producers [22].
• Finland: television alcohol advertisements are banned
between 7 a.m. and 9 p.m. Television advertisements
for products with greater than 1.2% alcohol by volume
are also banned. The content of allowable advertising is
strictly controlled [23].
• France: the Loi Evin prohibits television advertisements
for products with greater than 2% alcohol. Advertising
for products with less than 2% alcohol is allowed but
restricted to the name of the producer, the product brand
name and product characteristics [24].
• Mexico: alcohol marketing is limited by the General Law
of Health and the Federal Radio and Television Law,
which restrict when alcohol advertisements can be
broadcast and the type of content they can contain [25].
• Spain: alcohol marketing is regulated by a federal law
that prohibits advertisements from targeting minors,
encouraging excessive consumption, or associating
alcohol consumption with success, positive health effects
or resolution of conflicts [26].
• United States: beer, wine and distilled spirits marketing
are each governed by unique self-regulatory codes that
contain guidelines on the content and placement of
advertisements, although the codes have significant
overlap [27–29].
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Policy restrictiveness
Marketing policy restrictiveness was assessed using 2012
data from the World Health Organization’s (WHO) Global
Health Observatory database. Information on advertising
restrictions for beer, wine and distilled spirits in 10
different media was abstracted and scored based on the
criteria developed by Esser & Jernigan [30].
Self-regulation/voluntary restrictions or no restrictions,
partial restrictions and total bans were coded as 0, 1
and 2, respectively. Countries were then categorized into
one of five groups based on the total number of accumu-
lated points. Countries were classified as least restrictive
(0 points), slightly restrictive (1–15 points), restrictive
(16–30 points), very restrictive (31–45 points) or most
restrictive (46–60 points).
Advertisement recording and processing
Collaborating investigators in each country were
instructed to record each match, the half-time show and
at least 30 minutes of the pre- and post-game shows,
respectively. Once complete, recordings were transferred
to the University of Connecticut School of Medicine for pro-
cessing via a cloud storage service. Full match recordings
were available from all countries except Argentina, which
only provided alcohol advertisements. All unique alcohol
advertisements were identified from each country,
abstracted into individual video files and stored on a cloud
storage network.
Advertisement rating procedure
Because of between-country variation in alcohol market-
ing policies and national marketing codes, IARD’s Guiding
Principles were chosen as the standard code to compare all
advertisements. The Guiding Principles are intended to ap-
ply to all alcoholic beverages and to all media. In addition,
they have been endorsed by all major transnational alcohol
producers [4].
Three language-specific panels (English, Spanish and
Portuguese) were created to evaluate the advertisements.
The English panel (n = 14) comprised eight American
raters and six Canadian raters who viewed advertisements
from Canada and the United States (English-language ad-
vertisements only). The Spanish panel (n = 14) comprised
two American raters, four Argentinian raters, five Mexican
raters, two Spanish raters and one Uruguayan rater who
viewed advertisements from Argentina, Mexico, Spain
and the United States (Spanish-language advertisements
only). The Portuguese panel (n = 12) comprised 12 Brazil-
ian raters who viewed advertisements from Brazil. In this
context, the word ‘expert’ refers to individuals who have
professional training or other experience with substance
use disorders, alcohol marketing or public health, or who
have expertise in protecting vulnerable populations.
Experts rated each advertisement using aweb-based rating
questionnaire that was used in previous research [6]. The
questionnaire was designed originally to evaluate the
content guidelines of the US Beer Institute Code [8] and
was subsequently modified slightly to cover the content
guidelines in the Guiding Principles.
Three types of questions and response formats were used
in the questionnaire. Five-point Likert scales measured the
viewers’ agreement or disagreement with statements of fact
and opinion (e.g. ‘This advertisement portrays abstinence or
moderate consumption in a negative way’). These items
were rated using the following response categories: strongly
disagree, disagree, neither disagree nor agree, agree and
strongly agree. A second type of measurement utilized age
perception items, designed to measure the viewer’s
perception of the actor’s age (e.g. ‘How old do you think
this actor is?’). A third measurement was designed to
assess the viewer’s perception of the amount of drinking
taking place (e.g. ‘How many drinks do you estimate this
person is likely to consume in the situation shown in the
advertisement?’).
Advertisements were rated using a modified Delphi
technique, a procedure designed to build group consensus
around policy-relevant decisions that have no clear
objective referent [31,32]. This procedure has been used
previously to rate alcohol advertisements [5,8]. It utilized
two successive ratings. During round 1, all advertisements
were rated independently by each rater. During round 2, all
advertisements were rated again, but each rater was given
their panel-specific mean rating from round 1, the
frequency of each response for Likert scale items, the range
of responses for continuous items and comments (if any)
provided by other panel members. Participants began the
second rating session approximately 1 month after round
1 was completed. Participants were compensated with a
$100 gift card for completing both rounds of ratings.
Good-to-excellent item-level inter-rater reliability was
observed for the English [intraclass correlation coefficients
(ICCs) = 0.52–0.98], Spanish (ICC = 0.58–0.97) and
Portuguese (ICCs = 0.45–0.92) panels. The brand, alcohol
producer and type of beverage (beer, wine, distilled spirits
or hard cider) were recorded by study staff for each
included advertisement.
Code violations were calculated using a previously
defined scoring algorithm [5]. Briefly, individual ratings
were first dichotomized to indicate the status of an
item-specific violation. Then, a sub-guideline violation
was indicated if any item-specific violations that pertain
to a sub-guideline were recorded. A guideline violation
existed if one or more sub-guidelines that pertain to a
guideline existed. An advertisement was coded as contain-
ing a violation when 50% or more of the raters indicated
that a guideline violation existed.
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Alcohol brand appearances
The frequency of alcohol brand logos was assessed in five
matches broadcast in four countries (i.e. Brazil, Canada,
Mexico and the United States, n = 20). Countries and
matches were selected based on the quality of the match
recording. Brand logos appearing during the recordings
were assessed using methodology applied previously to
European Football Championshipmatches, which included
identifying each unique brand logo occurrence, identifying
where the logo occurred during the broadcast
(i.e. pitch-side; interview boards; within the pre-, half- or
post- game show; on-screen scoreboard, fans or other)
and when the brand logo appeared (i.e. pre-match, first
half, half-time, second half, pre-extra time 1, extra time
1, time between extra time 1 and 2, extra time 2, pre-
penalty kicks, penalty kicks or post-match) [17,33]. This
procedure was performed by two graduate students at the
University of Connecticut School of Medicine. There was
excellent inter-rater reliability (ICC = 0.953). The mean
number of brand appearances detected by the raters was
used for the analysis.
Statistical analysis
Differences in overall guideline and sub-guideline violation
rates by policy restrictiveness category, alcohol producer
and beverage type were assessed using the Freeman–
Halton extension of Fisher’s exact test. χ2 tests could not
be performed due to low expected cell counts in many cells.
The comparison between alcohol producers was performed
between AB InBev, SABMiller, Heineken and all other
producers. AB InBev, SABMiller and Heineken each
created more than 15% of all unique advertisements
broadcast. No other alcohol producer created more than
5% of unique advertisements broadcast. A comparison of
beverage types was performed among beer, distilled spirits
and all others. Wine and hard cider were combined due
to low numbers of unique advertisements.
Differences in overall, in-game and out-of-game alcohol
brand appearances per minute were assessed using the
independent-samples Kruskal–Wallis test. Differences were
assessed by country, alcohol policy restrictiveness and
match. Brand appearances based on tournament round
were not assessed due to an insufficient number ofmatches
assessed. Statistical analysis was performed using IBM
SPSS Statistics for Windows, version 21.0 (Armonk, NY,
USA). Statistical significance was set at 0.05 a priori.
RESULTS
Overall, 87 unique advertisements were obtained.
Eighty-four of these were for 39 unique alcohol brands
produced by 20 alcohol companies (Supporting information,
Table S1). Three advertisements for alcohol beverage
stores were also included in the sample. No advertise-
ments were identified from Finland or France, and these
countries were excluded from further analysis. Brands
with the greatest number of advertisements in the sample
were Tecate (eight advertisements), Budweiser (seven)
and Corona (six). AB InBev (27), SABMiller (13) and
Heineken (13) produced the most unique advertisements.
The greatest number of advertisements were for beer
(62 advertisements) and distilled spirits (13).
Overall, 86.2% of unique advertisements were found to
contain at least one code violation (Table 1) and, on
average, each advertisement contained 2.4 guideline viola-
tions and 4.7 sub-guideline violations. Guiding Principle 5
(the effects of alcohol, 85.1%) and three (health and safety,
79.3%) were each violated by themajority of unique adver-
tisements broadcast. A majority of advertisements also
presented alcohol as necessary for social success (83.9%),
as a stimulant, sedative or tranquilizer (73.6%), as ameans
of removing social or sexual inhibitions (67.8%) or as a
method to enhance physical, sporting or mental ability
(64.4%). Moreover, 39.1% of advertisements portrayed
excessive alcohol consumption, and 17.2% of advertise-
ments used actors that appeared to be under the legal
alcohol purchase age.
For policy restrictiveness the United States, consisting
of both English and Spanish language advertisements,
was categorized as least restrictive (0 points). Canada
(12 points) was categorized as slightly restrictive and
Argentina (24 points), Brazil (30 points), Mexico
(24 points) and Spain (26 points) were categorized as
restrictive. Finland (39 points) and France (36 points)
were categorized as very restrictive. No differences were
detected in the overall violation rate based on the restric-
tiveness of alcohol marketing policies (Table 2). However,
advertisements from countries with slightly restrictive or
restrictive marketing policies violated Guideline 1 (respon-
sible marketing communications) more often than
advertisements from countries with the least restrictive
marketing policies (P < 0.001). Conversely, advertise-
ments from countries with the least restrictive marketing
policies violated Guideline 4 (minors) more often than
advertisements from countries with slightly restrictive or
restrictive marketing policies (P = 0.033).
There was no significant difference in the overall viola-
tion rate between alcohol producers (P = 0.090), although
significant differences were detected in four of the five
Guiding Principles guidelines (Table 3). It appears that
Guideline 1 was violated most often by advertisements for
Heineken brands (P = 0.027) and Guideline 4 was violated
most often by advertisements for AB InBev and SABMiller
brands (P = 0.007). Despite statistically significant differ-
ences in the violation rates of Guidelines 3 (P = 0.001)
and 5 (P = 0.046), the majority of advertisements from
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all producers seem to have violated these guidelines
(53.8–100% for Guideline 3; 76.9–100% for Guideline 5).
There was no significant difference in the overall viola-
tion rate based on beverage type (P = 0.142), although
some significant differences were found at the guideline
level (Table 4). Advertisements for beer brands violated
Guideline 2 (P = 0.041) more often than advertisements
for distilled spirits or other product types. More than 75%
of the advertisements for each product type violated
Guidelines 3 and 5.
Overall, there were 1.90 brand appearances per minute
of broadcast (Table 5). There were 2.76 in-game brand
appearances per minute overall, with broadcasts ranging
from 2.58 (Brazil) to 2.93 (Canada) appearances per
minute. There were 0.83 out-of-game brand appearances
overall, with broadcasts ranging from 0.57 (United States)
to 1.08 (Canada) brand appearances per minute. The
majority of brand appearances (88%) came from pitch-
side, with fans (7%) a distant second. Significant
differences between countries were detected in the number
of brand appearances in the following areas: overall
on-screen (P = 0.010), in-game on-screen (P < 0.001),
out-of-game on-screen (P = 0.022), out-of-game pitch-side
(P = 0.046) and interview boards (P = 0.009).
There were no significant differences in overall alcohol
brand appearances when classifying countries by alcohol
marketing policy restrictiveness (P = 0.632; Supporting
information, Table S2). Countries with slightly restrictive
policies hadmore on-screen brand appearances per minute
compared to other countries (P = 0.016) and countries
with restrictive policies had the most brand appearances
per minute attributable to interview boards (P = 0.004).
There were several significant differences in brand
appearances based on match (Supporting information,
Table 2 Overall and guideline-specific prevalence of code violations by policy restrictiveness.a
Guideline Description Least restrictive (n = 42)b Slightly restrictive (n = 8)c Restrictive (n = 37)d P
Overall 36 (85.7) 7 (87.5) 32 (86.5) 1.00
G 1 Responsible marketing 1 (2.4) 3 (37.5) 11 (29.7) < 0.001
G 2 Responsible consumption 19 (45.2) 1 (12.5) 20 (54.1) 0.107
G 3 Health and safety aspects 34 (81.0) 6 (75.0) 29 (78.4) 0.862
G 4 Minors 12 (28.6) 0 (0) 3 (8.1) 0.033
G 5 The effects of alcohol 36 (85.7) 7 (87.5) 31 (83.8) 1.00
aNumber of advertisements with a violation (%), very restrictive excluded because no advertisements were broadcast. bUS (English and Spanish language
advertisements ); cCanada; dArgentina, Brazil, Mexico and Spain.
Table 3 Overall and guideline-specific prevalence of potential code violations by alcohol producer.a
Guideline Description A-B InBev (n = 27) SABMiller (n = 13) Heineken (n = 13) All others (n = 31) P
Overall 27 (100) 11 (84.6) 11 (84.6) 26 (83.9) 0.090
G 1 Responsible marketing 2 (7.4) 1 (7.7) 6 (46.2) 6 (19.4) 0.027
G 2 Responsible consumption 17 (63.0) 5 (38.5) 4 (30.8) 14 (45.2) 0.213
G 3 Health and safety aspects 27 (100) 10 (76.9) 7 (53.8) 25 (80.6) 0.001
G 4 Minors 9 (33.3) 4 (30.8) 0 (0) 2 (6.5) 0.007
G 5 The effects of alcohol 27 (100) 11 (84.6) 10 (76.9) 26 (83.9) 0.046
aNumber of advertisements it appears contained a violation (%).
Table 4 Overall and guideline-specific prevalence of code violations by beverage type.a
Guideline Description Beer (n = 62) Distilled spirits (n = 13) All others (n = 9) P
Overall 57 (91.9) 10 (76.9) 8 (88.9) 0.142
G 1 Responsible marketing 14 (22.6) 1 (7.7) 0 (0) 0.219
G 2 Responsible consumption 34 (54.8) 5 (38.5) 1 (11.1) 0.041
G 3 Health and safety aspects 51 (82.3) 10 (76.9) 8 (88.9) 0.801
G 4 Minors 13 (21.0) 0 (0) 2 (22.2) 0.169
G 5 The effects of alcohol 56 (90.3) 10 (76.9) 8 (88.9) 0.329
aNumber of advertisements with a violation (%).
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Table S3). The Argentina versus Belgium match had the
greatest number of overall (P = 0.014), overall pitch-side
(P = 0.019), total in-game (P = 0.001), in-game pitch-side
(P = 0.001) and in-game fans (P = 0.023) brand appear-
ances per minute. No significant differences were detected
in out-of-game brand appearances (Ps = 0.238–0.848).
DISCUSSION
Violations of IARD’s Guiding Principles were highly preva-
lent in alcohol advertisements broadcast during the 2014
FIFA World Cup Tournament. These advertisements
depicted alcohol as contributing to social success, sexual
attractiveness and enhanced physical or mental ability, in
addition to portraying excessive alcohol consumption.
Although differences were noted among brands, there
were no significant differences in the overall violation rate
based on marketing policy restrictiveness among countries
where alcohol advertising was broadcast. In contrast, two
countries with highly restrictive legislative policies (Finland
and France) were found to be free of all alcohol advertise-
ments on commercial television stations used to broadcast
the 2014 World Cup matches. Moreover, among the
countries that provided recordings of sufficient quality,
brand appearances per minute did not differ by policy
restrictiveness. Taken together, these results indicate that
self-regulatory structures, or partial statutory restrictions,
on alcohol marketing content are ineffective in protecting
young people and other vulnerable populations from
exposure to potentially harmful alcoholmarketing content.
In contrast, the qualitative findings from France and
Finland suggest strict legislative policies against TV
advertising can prevent exposure to this type of alcohol
marketing.
The code violation rates reported here are higher than
those reported in other research. Studies of television ad-
vertisements conducted in Australia and the United States
have reported rates from 46.2 to 74% [5,11,13], although
the results are consistent with the types of violations
reported previously. There are several non-mutually exclu-
sive explanations for the high code violation rate of the ad-
vertisements evaluated. High violation rates may indicate
that the industry’s promotion of marketing self-regulation
is more of a lobbying or public perception tool than a
concerted effort to restrict the content of alcohol advertis-
ing. For example, increases in Budweiser’s market share
in 2010were attributed to its sponsorship of the 2010 FIFA
World Cup Tournament [34], and Carlsberg estimated that
each World Cup match results in 21 million additional
pints of beer being sold in pubs across the United Kingdom
[35]. Moreover, for several countries, the reported rates
serve as a baseline violation rate that may not be compara-
ble to previously published studies. Indeed, this is the first
study to report code violation rates for every included
country that broadcast alcohol advertising except the
United States and the first to include alcohol advertising
from non-high-income countries.
The consistent effort to portray alcohol as a psychoac-
tive substance and associate alcohol with mental, physical,
sexual and social success across country and policy
Table 5 Overall, in-game and out-of-game alcohol brand appearances by country.a
Location Total Brazil Canada Mexico United States P-value
Overall
Total 1.90 (0.54) 1.70 (0.41) 2.14 (0.77) 1.92 (0.51) 1.86 (0.49) 0.765
Pitch-side 1.68 (0.53) 1.40 (0.44) 1.96 (0.70) 1.65 (0.49) 1.70 (0.46) 0.336
Fans 0.13 (0.07) 0.17 (0.07) 0.12 (0.07) 0.14 (0.08) 0.10 (0.01) 0.374
On-screen 0.02 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01) 0.03 (0.01) 0.03 (0.02) < 0.01 (< 0.01) 0.010
Other 0.02 (0.02) 0.02 (0.02) 0.01 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01) 0.03 (0.03) 0.225
In-game
Total 2.76 (0.99) 2.58 (0.92) 2.93 (1.08) 2.81 (1.31) 2.74 (0.94) 0.904
Pitch-side 2.64 (0.92) 2.46 (0.87) 2.80 (1.00) 2.66 (1.19) 2.64 (0.90) 0.902
Fans 0.12 (0.08) 0.11 (0.05) 0.11 (0.09) 0.14 (0.12) 0.10 (0.05) 0.821
On-screen < 0.01 (< 0.01) 0.00 (0.00) 0.02 (< 0.01) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) < 0.001
Other < 0.01 (< 0.01) 0.00 (0.00) < 0.01 (< 0.01) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.392
Out-of-game
Total 0.83 (0.35) 0.81 (0.28) 0.88 (0.25) 1.08 (0.43) 0.57 (0.30) 0.162
Pitch-side 0.52 (0.26) 0.38 (0.17) 0.66 (0.21) 0.69 (0.28) 0.33 (0.17) 0.046
Fans 0.16 (0.09) 0.22 (0.12) 0.14 (0.06) 0.15 (0.07) 0.12 (0.09) 0.557
Interview boardsc 0.09 (0.13) 0.15 (0.08) 0.02 (0.05) 0.16 (0.21) 0.01 (0.02) 0.009
On-screen 0.03 (0.03) 0.02 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) 0.05 (0.03) < 0.01 (< 0.01) 0.022
Other 0.05 (0.06) 0.04 (0.04) 0.02 (0.03) 0.02 (0.03) 0.11 (0.08) 0.129
Commercialsb,c 3.65 (3.21) 5.70 (2.39) 3.20 (1.48) 4.20 (5.02) 1.50 (2.06) 0.155
aAppearances per minute, mean (standard deviation); bnumber per broadcast; conly occurred out-of-game.
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restrictiveness categories may be a result of significant
consolidation within the alcohol industry, which now
consists of a small number of competing companies that
market their products aggressively [36] These
multi-national producers may be using similar strategies
to position their products across countries and across
cultures, while simultaneously disregarding local
marketing policies.
In addition to the commercial messages, alcohol brand
images were present consistently throughout the World
Cup match broadcasts analyzed, primarily in the form of
pitch-side images and fans’ drinking from branded con-
tainers. Using data reported by Kantar Media, we estimate
that approximately 325million youth aged under 16 years
and 850 million young adults 16–34 years watched at
least 1 minute of the 2014 World Cup and were exposed
to such images [37]. While a simple brand logo conforms
to IARD’s Guiding Principles, the contexts in which these
logos are deliberately placed raise significant concerns.
Pitch-side logos appearing during game play may be
attempts to associate the advertised brands indirectly with
physical or athletic success. This association may be in
violation of the Guiding Principles’ Sub-Guideline 5.3,
which states that advertising ‘should not suggest that
alcohol can enhance physical or sporting ability’ [4].
Displaying alcohol brand logos on branded drinking
cups and clothing raises an additional concern. Because
of the variability in the legal purchase age (LPA) across
countries, it is plausible that an individual drinking from
a branded cup is over the LPA in the country where the
match is played (e.g. 18 years old in Brazil) but younger
than the LPA in another country (e.g. 21 years old in the
United States). Additionally, even if the individuals are over
the LPA, it is plausible that they do not meet Guiding
Principles’ Sub-Guideline 4.2, which states that alcohol
advertising ‘should avoid showing minors or people likely
to be perceived as minors’ [4]. We are not implying that
alcohol companies are responsible for the decisions of a
broadcasting company, but they should be held account-
able for creating an environment where possible violations
of the Guiding Principles could occur.
Limitations
This study illustrates the challenges associated with
implementing a public health surveillance system to
monitor alcohol marketing in multiple countries simulta-
neously. Because system fidelity was not 100% and
country-specific broadcasts were not selected randomly,
the sample may not be representative of global alcohol
advertising practices, and generalization to other regions
may be limited. However, the sample covers countries dif-
fering in population, size and income. The advertisements
also cover three major language groups (i.e. Spanish,
Portuguese and English). Intercountry differences or
differences between restrictiveness categories may be con-
founded by cultural or socio-economic factors; however,
country-specific advertisements were often rated by experts
from other countries, which may diminish this effect.
Unfortunately, differences in the content of alcohol
advertisements could not be compared statistically across
all policy restrictiveness categories because alcohol
advertisements were absent from countries with the most
restrictive policies (Finland and France).
The experts who evaluated the advertisements could be
biased against the alcohol industry, thus overestimating
the prevalence of violations, although we believe this to
be unlikely. There were several sub-guidelines of the
Guiding Principles with which all or nearly all advertise-
ments were compliant, and a minority of advertisements
violated catchall sub-guidelines, such as Sub-Guideline
3.3, which prohibits depicting or addressing at-risk groups
[4]. Furthermore, results of the second round of advertise-
ment ratings were more conservative than the preliminary
ratings, indicating that the raters may have re-assessed
their perceptions during the Delphi process. Low item-level
inter-rater reliability was detected for a limited number of
questions used during the Delphi rating process, although
we believe this is unlikely to affect the results. Multiple
questions are used to determine whether a single guideline
or sub-guideline has been violated, and because a violation
was defined based on agreement between raters, disagree-
ment will result in underestimation of violation rates.
CONCLUSIONS
Within alcohol advertisements broadcast during the 2014
FIFAWorld Cup Tournament, it appears that violations of
ICAP’s Guiding Principles were highly prevalent, and there
was a significant amount of brand appearances during the
non-commercial section of match broadcasts. Common
violations of the Guiding Principles included associations
with success, promoting alcohol as a psychoactive
substance, and displaying or promoting excessive alcohol
consumption. In-game brand appearancesmay also violate
the Guiding Principles by associating alcohol brands with
athletic success and individuals under the LPA. In our
opinion these results indicate that self-regulation and
partial restrictions are ineffective at limiting alcohol
marketing content and that stricter policies may be needed.
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